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REMARKS 

Claims 1-26 arc pending, of wbich claims 1 and 10 iwe independent inethod claims, and 
claim 20 is an independent computer program product claim corresponding to independent 
method claim 1. 

Tlic Office Action rejected each of the pending independent claims (1,10, and 20) under 
35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over U.S- Patent No. 6.643,355 to Tsumpcs 
CTsunipcs'') in view of U.S. Patent No. 6,804,707 to Ronning i^'Ronning"') and U.S. Patent No, 
5,326,027 to Sulfstede CSttUstede''); and rejected the remaining dependent claims under 35 
U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over Tsumpes in view Rouning, Sulfstede, U.S. Patent No. 
6,697,849 to Carlson CCarhoir), U.S. Patent No. 6,076,1 14 to Wesley CWesW\ ajid/or U.S. 
Patent No. 5.703,929 to Schillaci et al CSchiUacr)} 

Applicants' invention, i\s claimed for example in independent method claim 1, relates to 
cfnciently notifying the client system of the occurrence of a monitored event, so as to provide 
notification in a mnnner presei'ving the processing capacity of the sci-ver system and the client 
.system, and preserving bandwidth on the network system. The method includes the client 
system sending a reciuest to the server system, wherein the request is that the server system 
transmit a packet of data to the client system using a connectionless protocol that does not 
require a session be established between the client system and the server system in order for 
comimmicalion to occur between the client system and the server system. Ihe client system 
altcmpts to receive a packet of data from the server system, wherein the packet of data is sent 
usint; a connectionless protocol. The client system requests that notifications be sent using the 
connectionless protocol, if the attempt to receive the packet of data is successful. The client 
system requests that notifications be sent using a connectioi>oriented protocol, if the attempt to 
receive the packet of data is not successful. The connection-oriented protocol establishes a 
session between the client system and the server system in order for communication to occur 
between the client system and the sei'vcr system. 

Tndependunl claim 20 recites sirnilar limitations from tlic pci^spcctivc of a computer 
' \ program product. 

'Alrhouch (he prior art sfatU5s of Ihe cited iirt is not being challenged at this time. Applicants reserve ihc right to 
do £0 ill tlic fuUire. Accordingly, any ijrgunacaU^ and amendinenis made herein should not be construed as 
iicquic^cing t<3 any prior art siaius or asscncd teachings of the cited art. 
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Applicants' invention us claimed for example in independent mctliod claim 10, relates to 
(letei-niiniiig if notification from the server system to the client sy&tem is viable, using a 
connectionless protocol, so ixs to provide notification in a manner preserving the processing 
capacity of the server system anil the client system, and preserving band\vidth on the network 
system. The method includes a step for tiie cHeiU system to determine if comniunication can bo 
received from the server syslcn:i using the connectionless protocol that does not require a session 
bo established between the client system and the server system in order for conununication to 
occur between the client system and the server system. The client system requests that 
nolifications be scnl using the connectionless protocol, if the attempt to receive communication 
IS successful. Furthermore, the client system requests that notincations be sent using a 
connection-oriented protocol, if the attempt to receive communication is not successful. Once 
again, the coiincction-oricnled protocol establishes a session between the client system and the 
server system In order for communication to occur between the client system and (he server 
system. 

In order to establish a prima facie case of obviousness, "tliere must be some suggestion or 
motivation . . /lo combine reference teachings" and "the prior art reference (or references when 
combined) must leach or suggest aH the claim limitations." MPEP § 2143 (emphasis added). 
During examination, the pcndiag claims are given their broadest reasonable interpretation, i.e., 
they arc interpreted as broadly as their terms reasonably allow, consistent with the specification. 
MPT-P §§2111 & 211 LOL 

Tsiunpcs relates lo alann and event notification systems. Col. 1, 11. 14-23; Figure 1. One 
of Qic problems with conventional monitoring stations is that only one employee is responsible 
for processing an event and the subscriber has no direct control over how the event is handled. 
Col. 2, 11. 6-12. Thus, on many occasions, due to the manual nature of processing calls (i.e., calls 
to notify a subscriber of an event) one at a time, vital minutes lapse between when an actual 
breach or emergency occurs and the subscribers amVor authorities arc notified. Col. 2, II. 12-16. 

lo address this shortcoming, Tsumpes provides an automated and redundant subscriber 
conlnct and event notillcaLion system. Col. 2, 11. 33-40. Subscribers select and enter itiformation 
! regarding the number of persons to be notified and a list of telephone numbers and notification 

channels to be notified in relation lo a particular event, including telephone numbers, mobile 
telephone numbers, pager numbers, fax numbeis, voice mail numbers, email addresses, steps to 
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he taken, hours of operalion, etc. Col. 6, IK 10-23. The eai'allel and rcdujBciaiit calling of plural 
niinibcrs md contact and notification over plural comniiimcation channels insures that the 
subscriber or an iiuthori/.ed person will be contacted quickly even in the event one of the 
coinniiinicfition channels may be rendered inoperative or any one of a subscriber contact persons 
be unavailable. Col. 8, 11. 25-30. 

lionnm discloses a method and system for pushing infonnation to personal computing 
and commimication devices operated by usei-s in such a way tliat the users can use and/or act 
upon tho information even when the users arc off-nelvvork or off-hne. Col. 1, 11, 49-53. For 
example, communication c<|uipmenl and computer programs aulomatically push dispatch 
information from senders, such as a tmcking or service company, lo recipients, such as truck 
operators or other employees, request acknowledficmcnt from the recipients, and tlien transmit 
lask stotiis infonnation from the recipients back to the sendei s, Coh 4, 11, 40-5 1 . 

Sidfstede relates to automatic configuration of an air conditioning controller. Abstract, 
hi providing background, Sulfsiede indicates that it would be desirable to allow a consuincr to 
automatically upgrade from a wired remote controller to a wireless remote controller without Ihc 
necessity of a house call by an expert installer, and that it would be desirable lo allow a 
consumer lo aulomatically downgrade from a wireless remote controller to a wired remote 
controller, should the wireless remote controller fail. Col. 1, II, 22-29, 

The Office Action acknowledges that Tsumpes fails lo disclose using a connectionless 
protocol, if an attempt lo receive a packet ofdata using tlic connectionless protocol is successful, 
and using a conncction-orienlcd protocol, if the atteinpt to receive the packet of data using the 
connectionless protocol is unsuccessful. Office Action, p. 4 (rejection of claim 1), In rejecting 
claim U however, the Office Action asserts that the above cited passages from Ronmng and 
SulfsU^de disclose these limitations, and thai it would have been obvious lo incorporate llic 
teachings oC Ronning and Sulfsiede into Tswnpes' event notification system in order lo be oust 
effective and limit redundant communicaLion. Applicants respectfully disagree. 

In particular, one of the primary purposes of Tsumpes is to reduce the amount of time 
lukon for a central monitoring station to notify a subscriber and authorities when an alann sensor 
is triggered. In order to accomplish this, it is a fundamental characteristic of Tsumpes that 
multiple prirallcl and redundant communication arc used simultaneously. After all, even minutes 
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make a diiTcrcnce when notifying subscribers and uulhoritics of a potenliai broach of a secured 
areji, where ihc safety of human occupfxnts may potentially be at stake, 

'Hie prior Office Action slated in response to the applicant's arguments in Amendment 
''IY\ that Tsumpes teaches tliat the reasons for the parallel and redundaiU subscriber contact is to 
''ensure that in the event that one specific location should be rendered inoperable or inaccessible 
to comnninication channels . . (see page 3, Response to Arguments section of Officii Action) 
"that it's services will still be performed" {Tsumpes, Column 3, linos 28-29). The OJTice Action 
then attempts to use this passage to justify a modification of Tsmnpes. to remove the requirement 
of Tsuwpes that the notifications being parallel and redundant. The Office Action further 
assumes that this modint:ation would be advantageous since one of the channels might not be 
operational, so why not try another. 

However, the main point of Tsiwipes is that even if one of the notification methods is not 
operational, that other notifications are being tried simultaneously, not sequentially, and thus the 
subscriber and autboritics arc notified WITHOUT the potentially extremely harmful delay of 
trying notification methods in sequence. The central monitoring station instead reduces delay in 
nolirying the subscriber and authorities of the a]arm> by trying multiple communication channels 
simultaueously, thereby ensuring prompt, reliable, notification to the subscriber and authorities 
even if one of the notification locations cannot bo accessed. One of ordinary skill in the art 
would thus never modify the ''Automated Parallel and Redundant Subscriber Contact and Livent 
Notification" system (see Title of Tsumpes) of TsumpeSy to be a sequential subscriber contact and 
event notification system, regardless of what secondary references are proposed to be combined 
wit]) Tsnnipes. Accordingly, tlicrc is no motivation or teaching to combine references which 
would propose such a sequential notification system wdth Tsiwipes. Therefore, the 35 U*S.C. 
103(a) rejections should all be withdrawn. 

I^'urthcrniorc, the independent claims as amended herein clarify the meaning of 
''connection-oriented prolocol" and '"'connectionless protocol" consistent with the definitions 
provided in the applicants' specification at page 9, second and third paragraphs. The Office 
Action seems to be under the false-impression that 'Vired communication" equates alwiiys lo 
'*conncction-oricnted protocol" aiid "wireless communication" equates to '^connectionless 
piotocof\ liowcver, connection-oriented protocol may be implemented using wired and/or 
wireless communication, whereas connectionless protocol may also be implemented using wired 
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and/or wireless communication. These terms are not directly coiTclaied. llie claims arc 
amended in order to make that clearer. 

Willi respect to Claim 1> even should the references be combined, tlie combination does 
not teach or suggest all of the recited features of Claim 1. Specifically, tlie Office Action 
aekoowlcdgcs that Tsumpes docs not explicitly disclose using a connectionless protocol, if the 
attempt to receive the packet of data is successful, and using the connection-oriented protocol, if 
the alLempt to receive the packet of data is not successful. Then, as those improperly equating 
"wireless communication" to "connectionless protocor and "wired communication" to 
"connection-oriented protocol" alleges that Ronning and Sulfstede disclose various forms of 
wired and wireless comnnmicaLion with some switching between the two. With the clarification 
on Ihc meaning of "connection-oriented protocol" and "connectionless protocol" now recited in 
the independent claims, one can see that these allegations do not amount to ^ prima facia case of 
unpatentability tinder 35 U.S.C, 103 against any of the indq^endcnt claims, even if the reference 
arc improperly combined, lliercfore, for this independent reason as well, the 35 U.S.C, 103(a) 
rejections should be withdrawn. 

With respect to Claim 3, 12 and 22, the Office Action attempts to justify a modification 
of Taumpes using a reference that teaches polling, in order to modify Tsumpes to teach that the 
central moniioring station of SUtmpes may instead wait to be polled by the subscribers and 
aulhorilics or by their associated computing systems in a pull fashion, rather than send the 
notifications to the subscribers and authorities as soon as the central monitoring station receives 
an alann. It is known in the art that pull technologies (such as polling) may take significantly 
longer to communicate a message than push technologies (such as typical event notificatioti). 
T he extent of the further delay depends on the interval of polling, hi the context of Tsumpes, 
polling would simply be unacceptable to one of ordinary skill in the ail since second or minutes 
oTdclay in the context of being notified of a home or car intrusion could mean haim to person or 
property that could have otherwise been avoided without the delay. Accordingly, one of 
ordinary skill in the art with have an extreme disincentive to modify Tsu7?ipex to teach Claim 3, 
whether alone, or in combination with one or more other references that teach polling. The 
Ofikc Action alleges that polling would reduce delay, which is technically inaccurate. 

Based on at least the foregoing reasons, therefore, Applicants respectfully submit that the 
cited prior art fails to anticipate or make obvious Applicants invention, as claimed for example. 
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in indcpcntlenl claims 1, 10, and 20, Applicanls note for the record tliat the remarks above 
render Ihe remaining rejections of record for the independent and dependent claims moot, and 
thus addressing individual rejections or assertion with respect to the teachings of the cited art is 
unnecessary at the present time, but may be undertaken in the future if necessary or desirable, 
and Applicants rcsci-vc the right to do so. 

In the event that rhe Examiner finds any remaining impediment to a prompt allowance of 
this application that may be clarified through a telephone interview, the Examiner is requested to 
contact the undcrsigne<t attorney. 



Dated this 14^^' day of September, 2005. 

Respectfully submitted, 

RICK D. NYDEGGER 
Registration No, 28,651 
ADRIAN J. LEE 
Registration No. 42^785 
Attorneys for Applicants 
Customer No. 47973 
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